CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES REVIEW
AMENDED TECHNICAL BULLETIN #3

October 08, 2009

A Technical Bulletin pertaining to theChildren’s Bureau’s (CB) , within the
Administration for Children and Families' (ACF), ap proach to determining and
approving degrees of improvement and attainment ofoals for Program
Improvement Plans (PIPs) for the second round of # Child and Family Services
Reviews (CFSRs) was issued on February 18, 20091d®eis an amended version
that integrates changes into the original publicatn. The amended information is
highlighted in the document.

Summary of Amendments to the February 18, 2009 CFSRechnical Bulletin #3

This amended Technical Bulletin replaces the onessed on February 18, 2009. The
following are the key changes in the document andhé reasons for the changes:

« Section | has been revised to clarify that item specific baseline development may begin
from the time period beginning with that period that served as the AFCARS submission
period used for the sample selection purposes for the onsite review. Although this
provision was contained in the earlier version e€finical Bulletin #3 under section I,
there was a need to clarify that item specific basse may be negotiated from the point
of the original findings from the round two onsitview.In reviews subsequent to the
initial child and family services review, we consigrior program improvement efforts,
including continuous improvement, when negotiatimg degree of improvement
required to successfully complete a program impmoa plan.

« Section Il has been revised to include consideration of demonstrated improvement on
the national standard data indicators prior to PIP approval and negotiation of national
standard baselines from the data profile period that was transmitted to States
indicating whether or not the State met the national standard indicator. After issuing

the February 18, 2009 Technical Bulletin of theeldn2006, the CB received verbal and
written feedback concerning the implications ofizitig only the most recent data profile

period available for baselines, which in some sitts may not account for States that
started improvement strategies beginning with geragram improvement efforts

including continual improvement. After review, A@Etermined that there was a need to

consider improvement that may have been initiatech the point that the CB

transmitted data indicating whether or not theeStagéets the national standards for those

statewide data indicators used to determine sutistaonformity. The section was
revised to reflect improvement using the methodpiogACYF-CB-IM-07-05, for use

by States and Regional Offices (RO) in negotiatirgamount of improvement necessary

to meet the national standards through for thersoound of CFSR3n reviews
subsequent to the initial child and family servioegew, we consider prior program



improvement efforts, including continuous improvermia meeting the national
standard, when negotiating the degree of improvéneguired to successfully complete
a program improvement plan.

« Section 111 has been revised to include consideration of demonstrated improvement on
item specific measurement prior to PIP approval which will not require further
measurement during the implementation of the PIP. The section was revised to reflect
consistency with the guidance changes for the natistandard indicatord his change
is due to our emphasis on continuous quality impnognt when negotiating
improvement required to successfully complete @@anm improvement plan.

AMENDED CFSR TECHNICAL BULLETIN #3

Section | of this Technical Bulletin contains infaation about the Children’s Bureau’s (CB) ,
within the Administration for Children and Famili€aCF), approach to determining and
approving degrees of improvement and attainmegbafs for Program Improvement Plans
(PIPs) for the second round of the Child and Fai@dyvices Reviews (CFSRs). Section |l
contains updated technical information on evalga8tate attainment of goals regarding the
national standard data indicators in the PIP. 8edtl contains technical information about
methodologies that may be used and have been poz&pgpby CB to measure degrees of
improvement specific to PIP items.

Section I: Information on Content, Suggested Degreef Improvement, and
Attainment of Goals for Iltems and Strategief PIPs

A. DETERMINING CONTENT AND INCLUSION OF ITEM MEASU REMENT IN
THE PIP

CB is currently negotiating PIPs for the seconchibaf CFSRs. CB will jointly develop PIPs
with States and will consider for approval any mregd content and measurement methods from
an individual State. In accordance with 45 CFR 135&)(1), States must address in their PIPs
each item or related data indicator that contritditea determination of nonconformity for each
outcome or systemic factor. In prioritizing areadé addressed, the State must first address (in
content and timeframes) items that affect chileésaffollowed by those most egregiously not in
substantial conformityin ACYF-CB-IM-07-05, we provided guidance for use by States and
Regional Offices (RO) in negotiating the amouningbrovement necessary to meet the national
standards through an approved PIP for the secamitirof CFSRs We are now providing that
information for States concerning negotiating measdor items other than the national standard
data indicators.



B. GUIDELINES FOR DETERMINING AND APPROVING PIP IT EM
MEASUREMENT METHODS AND DEGREES OF IMPROVEMENT

In accordance with Federal regulations at 45 CFRI¥b(a)(1), the PIP must describe methods
that will be used to evaluate progress. In accardavith 45 CFR 1355.35 (a)(2), if CB and the
State cannot reach consensus on the content & arRhe degree of program improvement to
be achieved, CB retains final authority to asstgndontents of the plan and/or the degree of
improvement required for successful completiorhefplan. Based on our experiences in the
first round, we recognize that there will be sitoas when consensus on the degree of
improvement is enhanced if guidelines are availdabt#uding methods that have been
preapproved by CB. We recognize that States hdfexeht capacities for measuring program
improvement and that this is an evolving area fosthstates. CB has provided guidance
consistent with the regulations at 45 CFR 1355)85b(@and a suggested PIP format including a
measurement matrix that can be found in ACYF-CB@RAO8. The specific methods contained
in this Technical Bulletin are additional guidenand suggested measurement methods. We are
not requiring States to use the methods outlingtignTechnical Bulletin to establish and
measure the degree of PIP improvement. Althougimisdods outlined here may include
minimum sample sizes, baseline periods, and ofyemifics, we are not requiring States to meet
these standards for the purposes of measuring wraprent for items that are not measured by
the national standard indicators. States may peptisrnative measurement methods to CB
prior to PIP approval. The proposals will be coesadl individually and States will be advised of
their acceptability.

This Technical Bulletin is intended to provide cstency across States about which items rated
as Area Needing Improvement (ANI) must contain argfiable measure in the PIP. We will
continue to emphasize that any ANIs for the Safatycomes not in substantial conformity
include quantifiable measurement in the PIP. Wealslo prioritize and require measurement for
ANIs in Permanency 1(items 5,6,7,8,9 and 10) antl Bé&ng 1 (items 17,18,19 and 20) when
those outcomes are not in substantial conformitg.Wlll not require items that are measured by
a national standard indicator in a PIP (items B,%8, and 9) to have additional specific
measures for the items. Situations where an itemamaANI| and the associated national
standard indicator was met and therefore not iredunt measured in the PIP may require
additional measurement based on individual Stattirfgs. We may negotiate more measures
based on the relevancy of the item to primary etjias and broader goals implemented by a
State.

B1l. Development of baselines and review periodsrfmeasures other than the national
standard data indicators

We will negotiate baselines from the most consiséei reliable data source beginning no
earlier than the first quarter of the AFCARS sulmiais period used for sample selection
purposes for the onsite review. We will measureroupment based on information that a State
can provide and replicate through its PIP implemgon period. We will not recommend use of
CFSR onsite measurement findings percentages abrgssbecause of the inherent differences
between a State’s Quality Assurance (QA) revievwegss and the actual CFSR onsite review,



i.e., itis unlikely that all of the variables thaintributed to a baseline from the onsite review
findings can be replicated by States with their @@ systems. States will be asked to identify
the sources of their baseline data (with assoctateeframe), including any review instruments
used, the location of cases included in the basgliand the number of applicable cases by item.

We recommend that States use 12 months of data/@isdhat represent a time period beginning
no earlier than the first quarter of the AFCARSmigsion used for sample selection purposes
for the onsite review. These data/findings shonédude both foster care and in-home services
cases approximating the proportion of cases re\dedueing the onsite review to establish
baselines. We recognize that some States may eegjyilan that would establish the baseline
during PIP implementation once 12 months of datdifigs are available. In cases where
baselines are developed prospectively, we will cedhe minimum agreed-upon amount of
improvement (AAIl) to compensate for baseline tirrgelopment during the remainder of PIP
implementation (see method 1). Along with 12-mdpeiselines, we recommend States use 12-
month periods based on rolling quarter end of dafandings encompassing 12 months to
determine whether the State has met its improvegeedt The reasons for this recommendation
are:

« Seasonal fluctuations in child welfare data mighttlve captured if a period shorter than
12 months is used. For example, the discharge jplasements or number of
investigation reports show marked seasonal vanatio

+ ACF, CB, used a 12-month period to establish th®nal standards, and we want to use
a comparable period to evaluate States’ improvement

« ACF, CB, recommended 12-month periods for qualitatiase review measurement in
the initial round of CFSR reviews as outlined irchieical Bulletin #1 and it resulted in
more consistency across States.

* A 12-month period generally allows for a broadengke, with more geographic
representation in States.

We further recommend that States using instrumemdscase samples to measure and monitor
practice use a minimum 12-month review period thatdjusted at each quarter end. The period
should include practice during the 12 months uihéodate the monitoring review was
conducted and should include both foster care mdttbme services cases approximating the
proportion of cases reviewed during the onsiteewsi

Because we always include its largest metropoétaa when we evaluate a State during the
onsite review, States must include this area id2linonth data periods used for baselines and
measuring goal achievement. States that utilizend@th review periods and are able to
incorporate data/findings that represent theirdatgnetropolitan areas and reasonable cross
sections may use measurement baselines and penfcegmariods collected from a period of less
than 12 months.

B2. Use of State data collected as a result of AGYCB-PI-07-08



Since issuance of ACYF-CB-PI-07-08 regarding thHe tV-B requirement for States to collect
data on the frequency of worker visits, the capanifitStates to provide such aggregate data has
significantly increased. Some States have proposétjuired about utilizing the data collected
for the title IV-B requirement for PIP measuremehitems 19 or 20The worker visitation data
requirements and definitions in ACYF-CB-1-07-08 aased on the scope of title IV-B authority
and State capacity to collect the data, and serdsifynificantly from the CFSR instrument
definitions for items 19 and 20. The most significareas of difference are lack of a qualitative
consideration of the worker contact, in-home casession, and a State-defined worker
responsible for visits who has case decision aitthdased on the above differences, the
ACYF-CB-PI-07-08 data do not adequately represetitexct measure for items 19 or 20, and
will, therefore, not be accepted for measuremethatfitem unless a State is able to sort or
supplement its data to directly address the measntthat contributed to an ANI finding for
the item.



B3. Use of data collected from national standardamposite individual measures

In 71 FR 32969-32987 (June 7, 2006) and 72 FR 2880 (January 23, 2007), we transmitted
revised national standards for the six statewida ohalicators used for the second round of
CFSRs.With issuance of the national standard compositdsr@lated individual measures, the
availability of the 15 individual measures is nowaurce of measurement that is generated
consistently across States with clearly definedgtibm and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting
Systems (AFCARS) syntaK.a State does not meet a national standard measunust
specifically establish a goal of improvement fag #tandard in its PIP. The State and CB will
use the guidance in ACYF-CB-IM-07-05 to establisé AAI for unmet national standards.

A State may use one or more of the 15 individuahsnees, but not the components, associated
with the 4 permanency composites to gauge progmessparticular item in its PIP. Composite
national standard goals will be measured separftaty goals that can be tied to the individual
measures. CB will not discontinue monitoring théiwwdual measure AAI if the related
composite level AAl is met or vice versa. To uglindividual measures as a measurement
strategy in the PIP, they must reasonably matclPtRestrategies the State plans to

implement. If the State decides to use an indiidugasure as part of its measurement strategy,
the State, CB’s RO, and CB'’s Central Office (CO)SBFand Data Units will work together to
establish a reasonable amount of improvement densiwith methods outlined in the technical
information section below.

C. EVALUATING STATES' ATTAINMENT OF GOALS REGARDIN G ITEMS
MEASUREMENT IN THE PIP

This section applies to PIPs resulting from theoadaound of CFSRs. In particular, it pertains
only to evaluating States’ progress toward meetnegPIP goals not related to the national data
standards. In approving States’ PIPs, we requatttie AAl regarding an item be achieved by
the end of the PIP implementation period or, ifeslaspecifically in a State’s PIP, by an earlier
date. In the latter case, as well as when States takgets before the end of the PIP
implementation period, if CB verifies that Statevé achieved the AAI specified in their PIPs
regarding any item, we will consider the Statedwénsatisfied that requirement. States and CB
will determine what data or evidence will be sultedtto CB for verification of goal attainment
on a case-by-case basis. At the conclusion of State's (PIP implementation closeout), if
States have not attained their AAl with regardng af the items, CB will determine AAI
attainment by using an additional non-overlappiagqu of time after PIP implementation as
originally specified in CFSR Technical Bulletin #his will provide States with the full 2-year
PIP period to implement all required program imgnoents, followed by an evaluative period
after PIP implementation to determine whether theye met their degree of improvement goals
for any item-specific measure.

Section Il: Technical Information About Evaluating States’ Attainment of
Goals Regarding National Standard Data Indicatorsn the PIP

A. DATA SOURCES FOR EVALUATING STATES' ATTAINMENT OF GOALS
REGARDING NATIONAL STANDARD INDICATORS IN THE PIP



In CFSR Technical Bulletin #1 we provided technicébrmation on evaluating States’
attainment of goals regarding data indicators ogpam improvement plans from the initial
round of CFSRs. We are now providing that inforimatior States with subsequent CFSRs in
Federal fiscal years (FY) 2007 through 2010. Weagying the same logic in guiding
attainment of goals regarding the data indicatesiged during the first round of reviewshis
section applies to PIPs resulting from the secountd of CFSRs. In particular, it only pertains
to evaluating State progress toward meeting thegB#s related to the national data standards
included in the CFSR. There are three situationghith determinations of progress toward
attaining these PIP goals may be addressed. ®iesifination occurs when States demonstrate
improvement prior to PIP approval. The second sitnaoccurs when States meet their PIP
targets prior to PIP closeout or have target dapesified in the PIP that occur prior to the end of
the PIP. The third occurs at the closeout of tlae3t 2-year PIP implementation period.

States should use the most accurate and curremissibn of AFCARS and National Child
Abuse and Neglect Data System (NCANDS) data tdéshabaselines for implementing their
PIPs. Decisions regarding the establishment oflin@seand resulting PIP AAI on the national
standard indicators will be informed first by catesing the original non-overlapping or data
profile period as the baseline to determine ifa&has demonstrated improvement from the
time of the statewide assessment and final repbrs. baseline will be compared to all available
subsequent 12-month data periods applying the mgonent factor methodology from ACF-CB-
IM-07-05. If the resulting calculated minimal impement is demonstrated prior to PIP
approval, the indicator will not require measuremernhe approved PIP. If the resulting
calculated minimal improvement is not demonstrégthe date that the PIP is due to ACF, that
is, 90 days from the courtesy final report providgedhe State, the State has two options: (1) the
baseline will remain the original non-overlappirggalprofile period, or (2) a more recent
available data profile period available from CBla time the PIP is submitted to CB may be
utilized for a baseline. If multiple file submisa®are made to improve the data quality of a
particular data profile period, the most recent accurate data will be utilized for baselines.
Once a PIP baseline is identified and approved ByitGnill remain as the baseline for the AAI
through PIP implementation and any subsequent nerlapping evaluative period. States may
make an additional NCANDS submission voluntarilynder to have an NCANDS file period
that coincides with the AFCARS reporting periotatlined in CFSR Technical Bulletin #1. In
approving States’ PIPs, we require that the AAlrdg the national standards be achieved by
the end of the PIP implementation period or, ifeslespecifically in a State’s PIP, at an earlier
date. In the latter case, as well as when the Btatds a target goal prior to or before the end of
its PIP implementation period, if CB verifies tllaé State did achieve the AAI specified in its
PIP with regard to any of the six data indicatare,will consider the State to have satisfied that
requirement. States and CB will determine what dallebe submitted to CB for verification on

a case-by-case basis.

At the closeout of States’ PIPs, if States haveattained their AAI with regard to any of the
applicable data indicators, CB will determine AAfaanment by using the data covered by the
same 12-month period described in section | of CF8&hnical Bulletin #1 that CB uses to
begin the subsequent CFSR. This provision will mie\&tates with the full 2-year PIP period to
implement all required program improvements, fokaWy a 1-year evaluative period with non-
overlapping data following PIP closure. Howevegt& may also submit two consecutive 6-



month periods of AFCARS data, four consecutive trar(12 months) of NCANDS data, or

other data approved by CB as evidence that the S&st met the requirement for a particular

data indicator earlier than the end of this nonHayping 12-month period, including during the
2-year PIP implementation period and through thenbath non-overlapping period following

the end of the PIP. CB will accept such data susions as evidence of a State having met the
requirement for attaining the AAI regarding a pautar data indicator, provided the data are
verified or reproduced by CB. In such a situatwwhere the State can demonstrate that it has met
its AAI, there will be no need to wait for the cdusion of a 12-month period of non-overlapping
data to determine that the State has met its goal.

CB expects that any concerns that a State or CBegasding the quality and accuracy of States’
data will be identified and resolved prior to thelef the non-overlapping 12-month period, as
States will have up to a full year of non-overlagpdata following completion of the PIP to
determine whether they have met their goals. Thlilsnecessitate States’ resubmitting their data



no later than the end of this period because CBus# the data to make the final determination
of States’ compliance with the provisions of tHeiPs, rather than delay the determination
further.

If a State’s PIP requires that it attain the AAibpito the end of the 2-year PIP implementation
period, rather than at the end of the PIP perid&n@l use the same principles outlined in this
Technical Bulletin to provide the opportunity, aeded, for a year of non-overlapping data
following the required completion date in the PbRIetermine whether the State achieved its
goal for that particular indicator.

Thus, CB will use an entire 12-month period of dadaering four quarters to determine whether
States did attain the AAI for their remaining ditdicators. These periods of data will be used
both for monitoring improvement over the coursehef PIP and, at the conclusion of the PIP
implementation period, for closeout purposes, uné&previously approved PIP includes a
different timeframe for measurement. The ratiotiatehis 12-month period is outlined in
section B1 of this Technical Bulletin.

In evaluating improvement for the four permanenatadndicators (PDI) in the CFSR, both
during the PIP implementation period and at theckson of the period, if applicable, CB will
use AFCARS data that represent 12 consecutive m@atvering four quarters, or will verify
State-generated data replicating AFCARS submissipresenting 12 consecutive months
covering four quarters. The 12-month data peridtlosrrespond to two consecutive AFCARS
submissions unless a State’s PIP specifies evatuatiprovement on a quarter-end basis, in
which case CB will use data from the quarter thatdvaluation is made and the preceding three
quarters.

There are two applicable processes for evaluatimyovement in the two safety data indicators
(SDI). The first process concerns AAl verificatiohthe SDIs that can be computed from States’
case-specific NCANDS Child Files (CFs). Dependinglze quarter that AAl achievement was
attained, States will voluntarily submit thesedifer the 12-month periods ending December 31,
March 31, June 30, or September 30 on April 1, dul®ctober 1, or January 1, respectively,
allowing approximately 90 days after the end ofiarter to transpire for data completeness.

The second process concerns PIP closure. To lmnoged with the procedures for PIP closure
related to the four PDI, States whose SDIs wereptet from their case-specific NCANDS

CFs and did not achieve their AAls during the Riplementation period will be evaluated for
the 12-month period of non-overlapping data follegvcompletion of the PIP, ending on March
31 or September 30. As a result, States will valtlyt submit their NCANDS CFs on July 1 or
January 1, respectively, allowing about 90 daysanspire. Again, if a State’s PIP specifies
evaluating improvement on a quarterly basis, CB wgé data from the quarter end that the
evaluation is made and the preceding three quaferamonitoring quarterly improvement in
SDIs during and after the PIP implementation peritdtes are encouraged to generate SDIs on
a quarter-end basis. Technical information on getireg these data is in section C below.

In calculating the maltreatment in foster care SIB, will be able to generate corresponding
AFCARS data for the denominator based on State€ARS submissions.



NOTE: The information in this Technical Bulletin regardiStates generating their own safety
data, as well as the expedited timeframes for sttingpithe data, pertains only to States and
situations where CB will need to use the data etiheletermine improvement toward meeting
the goals of the PIP or in preparing data profiteghe next CFSR. In all other situations, the
established timeframes and procedures for submiNGANDS data will continue to apply. In
addition, in situations where States make earlyrssions for the next CFSR, or calculate the
data on an interim basis for evaluating improvenerte PIP, CB will continue to expect States
to make their regularly scheduled NCANDS submissidie will accept re-submissions of
corrected or more complete data for use in the CBSRve have in the past, if a State believes
the data it submits according to the expeditedfti@amees in this Technical Bulletin are
inaccurate, although we expect States to resoligeqlality concerns prior to the end of the 12-
month non-overlapping period following PIP compdetin order to not delay the final closeout
of the PIP.

B. EVALUATION IMPROVEMENT FOR THE FOUR PERMANENCY DATA
COMPOSITES (PDCs)

In evaluating improvement for the four PDCs withiomal standards, CB will use States’
AFCARS data. CB will verify the indicators beforencurring that a State did satisfy its minimal
improvement if any State asserts that it has &eli¢he minimal improvement based on its
generated PDC using the federally approved syntax.

CB may determine that States have met their minimpfovement relative to a national
standard prior to or during the PIP implementapeniod. In doing so, CB will construct an
annual file based on rolling periods, correspondm@-month AFCARS submissions or FY
guarters. This approach will result in using eittves consecutive AFCARS submissions or a
combination of quarters contained in three AFCARBnsissions if the amount of improvement
to be determined has occurred at the end of arnvertieng Federal quarter (quarter ending
December 31 or June 30).

If States’ PIPs require evaluating improvement @quarterly basis, unless otherwise specified in
the PIP, we will ask States to calculate their @aple PDCs using an annual file based on
rolling quarter ends (12 months). However, CB d&df will not be able to generate a State’s
PDC in-house for comparison to other States umtilState makes its regular AFCARS
submissions.

If, at the conclusion of the PIPs, States havaleatonstrated AAI attainment regarding their
applicable PDCs included in their PIPs, CB will raakfinal determination of the status of their
PDCs as compared to their PIP goals (closeout®BiR¥sing the data covered by the same non-
overlapping 12-month period of time described ictisa | of Technical Bulletin #1 that CB uses
to begin the subsequent CFSR. This means, for deafiop States that have PIPs closing during
the months of October 2009 through March 2010, @Buse the 2010B (April 2010—-
September 2010) and 2011A (October 2010-March 2RECARS data. For States with PIPs
closing during the months of April 2010 through epber 2010, CB will use 2011A (October
2010-March 2011) and 2011B (April 2011-Septembé&12@FCARS data.
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States will also be allowed to demonstrate AAliattent of PDCs for 12-month periods that
end quarterly between the conclusion of the PIPthaend of the non-overlapping 12-month
period. In those situations, States must genehnaie dpproved data on a quarter-end basis.

C. EVALUATING IMPROVEMENT FOR THE TWO SAFETY DATA INDICATORS

In monitoring improvement for the two SDIs with ioetal standards, States will produce the
data needed to monitor their performance on thesaety indicators used in the CFSR (not an
entire safety profile). States should use the sdefiaitions and methodology for computing the
indicators that CB uses to compile the initial dattafiles for the CFSR, i.e., definitions included
in the NCANDS CF and AFCARS for the relevant ddérents and federally approved syntax.
This is necessary because CB will use these atlB#eout or when the minimal improvement is
met prior to PIP implementation or closeout. Ift8saPIPs require evaluating improvement on a
quarterly basis, unless otherwise specified inRtg we will ask States to calculate the SDIs
using a rolling four-quarter end basis (12 mondfdICANDS data, following the same general
timeframes (90 days after the end of the rollingrfquarter period) and procedures outlined in
CFSR Technical Bulletin #1 pertaining to producprgfiles for the second round of the CFSR.
However, States should submit the results accordinige procedures associated with the second
round of reviews if they determine that they haatisfied their AAIs in an intervening quarter.

CB will use NCANDS data that correspond to the AFRGAtime periods described above if, at
the conclusion of their PIPs, States have not dyré@monstrated they have attained their AAls
regarding the two SDIs included in their PIPs. Thisans, for example, that States with PIPs
ending during the months of October 2009 througihd2010 will use a successive four-
guarter period of CF data ending on March 31, 2&t4tes with PIPs ending during the months
of April 2010 through September 2010 must prodheeSDIs using the same general time
frames and procedures for submitting and validatiegy data described in the Technical
Bulletin #1 pertaining to producing profiles foretsecond round of the CFSR.

States will also be allowed to demonstrate AAliatteent regarding SDIs for 12-month periods
that end quarterly between the conclusion of thedtd the end of the non-overlapping 12-
month period. In those situations, States mustrgéa¢heir data on a quarter-end basis.

In all situations, States will use the alternatedaurce methodology approved by CB in the PIP
if they do not submit their NCANDS CFs or if CF daireclude their calculating any SDI. States
will ensure that the quality of the data and accyiet the computations are consistent with the
definitions of corresponding NCANDS data elememts af the national standard indicators. In
addition, States will provide a plan for CB’s apyaibthat addresses, at a minimum, sample
sizes, if applicable; databases; and methodologg tescompute the data indicators, using the
alternative source data for evaluating the PIPs Pplan also should indicate the quality of the
databases used and completed CB-generated temgdsigaed for this purpose. This will allow
CB to recalculate States’ measurements upon plaroaal, and States can then submit the
actual data from their approved alternate sourc&®.
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The chart below provides an example of how we ewliluate improvement toward achieving
the goals associated with data indicators and matstandards for States whose PIPs ended in

December 2008:

December 31, 2008

April 1, 2009

March 31, 2010

July 2010

Post July 1, 2010

Last date for State t
complete PIP
activities. Goals for
two data indicators
in PIP have not yet
been met, including
one permanency
indicator and one

b Begin date for 12-
month data cycle for
use in determining
whether State met
its goals. (AFCARS
and NCANDS)

End date for 12-
month data cycle for
determining whethe
State met its goals.
(AFCARS and
NCANDS)

End of 90-day
period for State to
voluntarily submit
NCANDS CF or
alternative data-
source SDIs with
proper
documentation.

ACF determines
whether State met
its PIP goals based
on the 12-month
non-overlapping
data.

safety indicator.

Section Ill: Technical Information on Item Measurement Methodology

A. MEASURING DEGREE OF IMPROVEMENT FOR ITEMS MEASU RED IN PIPS

CB encourages use of State-generated data fromotlvei QA systems or management
information systems (MIS) for PIP monitoring andaserement. If a State wishes to propose a
measurement method other than those outlined b&lowyst forward to CB’s RO, and CO
CFSR and Data Units appropriate documentationydict a description of the methodology
employed. Documentation must include the baselngude source or universe and size, the
review period and locations, and any instrumentgports to be used and goal measurement
methodology description. Any change to review mstents, reports or sampling after the
approval of PIP measurement methodology requirgsento CB. CB’s RO, and CO CFSR and
Data Units will review the measurement proposal i@sgpond accordingly. As needed, ACF will
provide technical assistance to States in thigtetioough the National Resource Center for
Child Welfare Data and Technology (NRC-CWDT) or Metional Center for Organizational
Improvement (NRCOI).

The sections below provide specific measurementoagetiogy that has been preapproved by
CB and may be utilized to set and evaluate dedrampyovement toward achieving the goals
associated with item-specific measurement. Thetire methods address situations where State
QA baseline data are available during PIP negonatietrospective data method) and where QA
data will be collected during the PIP implementateriod (prospective data method). In the
retrospective method (method 1), a process foraéteng the baseline and target goals from
existing data is outlined; and for the prospecthethod (method 2), a process is outlined to
develop a baseline with a minimum case sample foisetting the goal of improvement. We
recommend an 80 percent confidence level for bathads because we believe it will allow
more flexibility in demonstrating improvement wgbmewhat smaller and less labor-intensive
case samples than a 90 or 95 percent level. Rétherdefine a formula that would compute the
minimum number of cases a State must review fdyateline or measurement period, we
recommend that State samples be equal to or githarethe number of applicable cases for the
CFSR item from the State onsite review. Once alibessample size is established the
monitoring measurement sample size must be comlparBiee number of applicable cases used
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for a baseline would be the minimum required fog@ng monitoring measurement to
determine if goals are met.

A third method provides specific technical detaihcerning improvement factors that can be
used if States utilize the National Standard Contpasdividual measures to set minimal
improvement. A fourth method provides informationrmaethodology for using State MIS data
or other aggregate data that measure a univeger ldran a State QA sample review approach.

Method 1 — State retrospective data with minimum gal determined by sampling error

This method utilizes the available State QA peragatfindings from collected data and tests
whether the quarterly performance exceeds ther@iidpaseline proportion plus the sampling
error. States would use 12 months of data/findivginning no earlier than the first quarter of
the AFCARS submission used for sample selectiopgaes for the onsite review to establish a
baseline subject to a minimum sample. The minimamg@e for a given item should be equal to
or greater than the applicable cases for the item &1 State’s onsite review. The actual
percentage satisfying the given item is computethfthe State’s 12 month QA sample, and that
sample size would be used to compute the actuglsagrerror using an 80 percent confidence
level. If the actual applicable case sample waatgrehan or equal to the minimum number of
applicable cases reviewed during the onsite CRS&&R¢omputed percentage would be
determined as the baseline. The goal of improvenventd be set by adding the sampling error
to the baseline percentage. Larger samples wosldtria lower improvement goals because of
the smaller sampling error. Once a baseline idésked the sample size must remain
comparable through the monitoring and measurenmendgh The State would use percentages
computed from 12 months of data/findings to deteammwhether the State satisfied its
improvement goal. In situations in which a State é@nsistently measured a particular item
from the baseline and demonstrated the minimal avgment outlined above prior to PIP
approval, the item will not require further measuoeat goals during PIP implementation. States
must still address in their PIPs each item thatrdauted to a determination of nonconformity
for each outcome or systemic factor. Table A presidn example of how method 1 may be
applied to State retrospective data. If the Stélt2’snonth sample results do not reach the
minimum applicable cases, the State could increasample size in the next quarter to achieve
the threshold. CB’s RO, and CO CFSR Unit and Dat# &tatisticians will help States compute
the sampling error and improvement goal using tieegss outlined in the examples below.

Table A
APPLICABL
E CASES ACTUAL
CESR FROM NUMBER OF
ONSITE ONSITE | APPLICABLE STATE | BASELINE 12-MONTH
PROPORT | REVIEW ITEM CASES | BASELINE YEAR GOAL %
CESR ION (MINIMUM OVER YEAR ACTUAL (BASELINE +
ITEM | STRENGT | SAMPLE BASELINE | PROPORT | SAMPLING SAMPLING
# HS SIZE) YEAR ION ERROR ERROR)
17 052 59 72 0.60 0.0729 | 67.29%
4 0.79 28 26 0.72 0.0909 | Sample not
sufficient
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Method 2 — State prospective data with baseline angbal established during PIP
implementation

We recognize that States might require a planvoatd establish the baseline during PIP
implementation once 12 months of data/findingsaasalable. This method establishes a
baseline from a minimum sample as defined by thebar of applicable cases from the onsite
CFSR. States would use 12 months of data/findiegsnining after PIP implementation.
Because the baseline would be established durengetiod of PIP implementation, the
improvement target would be reduced by up to hialfie sampling error. The minimum sample
size as determined by the applicable cases faCH&R item from the State onsite review would
be required for the 12 month baseline. States witied use rolling or moving quarters of
data/findings encompassing 12 months to determhegiver they have met their improvement
goals. The goal would be set by adding the samgingy, using an 80 percent confidence level,
to the baseline percentage. If the new quarterapePIP implementation, the sampling error
used to determine the target may be reduced aogbydit would be reduced by one-eighth for
each overlapping quarter but not exceeding fourtqtsor half; so if there was one overlapping
guarter, we would take seven-eighths of the sam@mor and add it to the baseline to obtain
the targeted amount of improvement. Table B pravae example of how method 2 may be
applied to State prospective data.

Table B
NUMBER OF
ITEM BASELINE NUMBER OF
STATE APPLICABLE YEAR QUARTERS
BASELINE CASES ACTUAL DURING PIP 12-MONTH
CFSR YEAR DURING SAMPLING IMPLEMENTATION GOAL %
ITEM PROPORTION BASELINE ERROR FOR BASELINE (BYP + 0.X/8=
# (BYP) YEAR (BYASE) DEVELOPMENT BYASE)
0.60+ 0.5 x
17 0.60 74 0.0729 4 BYASE = 63.65%
0.72+0.75 x
4 0.72 50 0.0813 2 BYASE = 78.10%

Method 3 — Use of data collected from national statard composite individual measures

States are encouraged to use relevant individuasures associated with the national standard
composites. For example, items 5, 6, 8, and 9lasely related to several of the individual
measures. Several other items have less diretioredhips and might be relevant for
measurement using some of the 15 individual measimimal amount of improvement for
individual measures associated with the natioraadddrd composites will be based on the
national sampling error for each of the 15 indidtmeasures adjusted for the level of an
individual State’s baseline year performance. tuaaractice, States will multiply their
baseline performance by an improvement factor taiottheir PIP goal for an individual
measure. Improvement is proportional to a Stataselne performance to make the process as
equitable and individualized as possible. The pseee used to develop this improvement
factor is outlined below:
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The following steps were used for each of the 1&suees comprising the composites. Each of
the 15 measures of the county results were comtnpedeighting each county’s measure by the
children served to obtain a weighted average thehime a State’s value for that particular
measure. We then calculated the average perfornmdrbe five highest performing States for
each individual measure (source file FY 2004). Wantadded or subtracted the average
performance of those five States to or from théonat sampling error for each measure. We
then calculated the percentage change betweewthealues (the original baseline value and
the value after the sampling error was added dractied). Our improvement factor for
determining a State’s minimum PIP improvement réigagy the individual measures is indicated
for each of the 15 individual measures in tabl&Gtate’s baseline score is multiplied by the
improvement factor to set the target for the amadimnprovement to be obtained.

Table C
Individual Measure Improvement Factor
C1l — Measure 1 1.026
C1 — Measure 2 0.956
C1 — Measure 3 1.039
C1 — Measure 4 0.955
C2— Measure 1 1.049
C2 — Measure 2 0.969
C2 — Measure 3 1.032
C2 — Measure 4 1.057
C2 — Measure 5 1.043
C3 — Measure 1 1.033
C3 — Measure 2 1.009
C3 — Measure 3 0.965
C4 — Measure 1 1.015
C4 — Measure 2 1.028
C4 — Measure 3 1.041

* |ndicates measures where a low value reflectger performance (improvement factor is a deftatialue less than 1)

Method 4 — Use of State data collected from the S&wide Automated Child Welfare
Information System (SACWIS) or Other MIS

For the second round of CFSRs, we recommend thtianal amount of improvement for item
measures derived from a State’s SACWIS or MIS rapgibe based on the sampling error, at a
95 percent confidence interval. This interval isamended because statewide universe data
are used and a lower confidence level would yield/yminimal improvement goals. The
minimum improvement amount will be computed by addhe sampling error to the 12 months
of data or a weighted proportion for a 12-monthqeeusing quarterly data reports. Reports
proposed by the State under this method shoulddeaiesign syntax and/or extraction
methodology that must be approved prior to inclnsibthe measurement in the PIP. Table D
provides an example of data from four quarters Withweighted sampling error added to obtain
a minimum improvement target percentage.

Table D
REPORT (N) (P) WEIGHT SAMPLING ERROR MINIMUM
PERIOD FROM PROPORT ED AT 0.95 CONFIDENCE IMPROVEMENT
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QUARTER STATE ION WITH | PROPORT LEVEL GOAL
MIS ATTRIBU ION 1.96*SQRT(P*(1-P)/N) (WEIGHTED
REPORT TE (NXP) PROPORTION +
MEASUR SAMPLING ERROR
ED AT 0.95
CONFIDENCE
INTERVAL)
1 12,500 0.72 9,000 0.0078
2 15,000 0.77 11,550 0.0067
3 13,500 0.71 9,585 0.0077
4 14,000 0.68 9,520 0.0077
12 Months 55’0.00 39,655
(denominator) (numerator)
Example 12-Mnth 0.721 0.0075 72.85 = Improvement

Minimum Goal

Goal

16




